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 A b s t r a c t
Seventy-six librarians participated in a series of focus groups in support of research exploring the skills, 
knowledge and attributes required by the contemporary library and information professional in a world of 
every changing technology.  The project was funded by the Australian Learning and Teaching Council. Text 
data mining analysis revealed three main thematic clusters (libraries, people, jobs) and one minor thematic 
cluster (community). Library 2.0 was broadly viewed by participants as being about change whilst librarian 
2.0 was perceived by participants as not a new creation but just about good librarian practices. Participants 
expressed the general belief that personality traits, not just qualifications, were critical to be a successful 
librarian or information worker in the future.  
 I n t r o d u c t i o n
Mathews and Purdue (2009) observed that “librarians continue to look more like IT [information 
technology] professionals” (p. 257), pointing out that as technology continues to change so too do the skills 
sets required by librarians. They challenge the library and information science (LIS) profession to “examine 
what skills are necessary in the age of technology” (Mathews & Pardue, 2009, p. 257).  Whilst this may 
seem a relatively straightforward challenge, Harvey and Higgins (2003) point out that as the profession is 
complex and ever changing generally it does “not speak with one voice about the attributes and skills it 
expects” (p. 154).  The present study invited Australian librarians to identify and discuss the skills, 
knowledge and attributes required by the library and information studies/science (LIS) professional in the 
web 2.0 world (and beyond). 
 T h e p r o b l e m s t a t e m e n t
Discussion and debat3e aimed at identifying and exploring the key competencies of LIS professionals are 
not new (Fisher, 2002; partridge & Hallam 2004; Thompson, 2008). This study will build upon the existing 
body of knowledge that seeks to identify the skills and knowledge required by the contemporary LIS 
professional. It will provide one of the first empirically derived analyses of the key skills, knowledge and 
attitudes of librarian 2.0. 
 
Library 2.0 refers to the application of web 2.0 technology to the design and delivery of LIS services. 
Christine Mackenzie (2007), suggests that library 2.0 has forever changed the “library brand” (p. 120). 
Libraries are no longer about books or even information. Instead, libraries are about “facilitating people to 
participate, interact and create, to provide the means for that to happen” (p. 120).  In the last few years 
there has been extensive discussion and heated debate exploring library 2.0 in journals, conferences and 
most notably the “biblioblogosphere” (blogs written by LIS professionals). Much of this discussion has 
focused on developing a clearer understanding of what library 2.0 actually is. However, the discussion has 
also included an acknowledgement that regardless of how library 2.0 is ultimately understood, it will 
require a new type of LIS professional.  It needs an LIS professional that is “better equipped and broadly 
educated than one just ten years ago” (Feng, n.d., p. 1).  In the last few years blogging librarians have begun 
to compile their informal list of core competencies needed by librarian 2.0. The call to the LIS profession is 
becoming clear: “it is essential that we start preparing to become Librarian 2.0 now” (Abram, 2005, p. 46).  
Beyond the informal blog discussions few systematic studies has taken place to identify the skills and 
knowledge required by librarian 2.0 so they may successfully provide library 2.0.  
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L i t e r a t u r e r e v i e w
In recent years blogging LIS professionals have begun to compile their vision for librarian 2.0. In 2005, 
Abram declared that “librarian 2.0 is the guru of the information age” (p. 46).  He observed that the web 
2.0 movement was laying the groundwork for exponential growth and was having a dramatic impact on the 
way people live, work and play. In his view, librarian 2.0 has the “ability, insight and knowledge to influence 
the creation of this new dynamic – and guarantee the future of our profession” (p. 46).  One of the first 
attempts to catalogue the core competencies of librarian 2.0 was provided by Michael Stephens (2006), 
stating that librarian 2.0 will (i) plan for their users; (ii) embrace web 2.0 tools; (iii) control technolust; (iv) 
make good, yet fast decisions; (v) be a trendspotter; and (vi) get content.  He concluded by noting that 
librarian 2.0 “never stops dreaming about the best library service” (Stephens, 2006, para. 9). Similarly, 
Cohen outlines seventeen statements that should guide the professional practice of librarian 2.0. Like 
Stephens, Cohen’s manifesto focuses not on the specific IT skills and knowledge of librarian 2.0, but on the 
attitude or ethos that a successful librarian in the 2.0 world must possess, for example, ‘I will be willing to 
go where users are’ or ‘I will take an experimental approach to change and be willing to make mistakes’.  
 
LIS professionals around the world have begun to develop lists of core competencies for librarian 2.0 that 
are tailored to their unique contexts.  These lists have tended to focus more on interpersonal skills and less 
on technological competencies. Peltier-Davis (2009) identified a 14 point checklist for librarian 2.0 that 
included things such as have the capacity to learn constantly and quickly, have the propensity to take risks 
and work under pressure, be skilful at enabling and fostering change, have a sense of humour and become 
an advocate for the profession.  Saint-Onge (2009) list of “must have’ features for law librarian 2.0 included  
(i) possessing big picture skills; (ii) establishing a closer connection to information and not the library per se; 
(iii) embracing the role of teacher; (iv) adopting a marketing approach to service design and delivery and 
(iv) having the confidence to take up the challenge and embrace the future.   Harvey (2009) noted that 
science librarian 2.0 should be willing to experiment with new technologies but should also retain a healthy 
dose of skepticism. Science librarian 2.0 should avoid throwing out old methods and tools, be prepared to 
combine the old with the new, and do whatever they can to reach library users whilst also having fun in the 
process. 
 
King (2007) moved the focus from attitudinal qualities to IT skill and knowledge, and identified a list of over 
a dozen basic IT competencies of a librarian 2.0. This list included: write and post to a blog; create, upload 
and edit photos, short videos, podcasts and screen casts; edit an avatar’s appearance; and, know how to 
pick up a new device and figure out how to use it.  He also identified larger scale skills that include 
understanding how the basic IT competences work within a library setting, and how they complement a 
physical, traditional library. But most importantly, King felt that librarian 2.0 must be able to tell the 
library’s story, through various media - writing, photography, audio, and video.  When asked to include 
understanding of Creative Commons to his list of basic competencies, King replied: “I’m not adding it to my 
2.0 Librarian list. Instead, I think EVERY librarian, 2.0 or not, should understand Creative Commons, just like 
every librarian should understand the basics of Copyright” (para. 4). This raises the question: should every 
librarian be librarian 2.0?  
 
The role and influence librarian 2.0 can and should have within their organisation was explored by Cullen 
(2008) who argued that librarian 2.0 does not work or think of their role at the level of the library or 
information service “they work at the organisational level and challenge assumptions about what the 
business thinks it knows” (p. 256).  Librarian 2.0 creates value for every individual in the organisation and 
has become “a critical organisational resource whose influence transcends departmental silos and 
professional boundaries, and can catalyse management innovation throughout the business” (p. 257). 
 T h
e r e s e a r c
h p
r o j e c t
 
F o c u s g r o u
p
s
Focus groups were used for data collection as they allow for the gathering of qualitative data through 
“carefully planned discussion designed to obtain perceptions on a defined area of interest in a permissive, 
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non-threatening environment” (Krueger, 1994, p. 6).  Krueger (1994) noted that focus groups are effective 
because they tap into the human tendency to develop attitudes and perceptions by interaction with people 
and that “people may need to listen to opinions of others before they form their own personal viewpoints” 
(p. 11).  Focus groups are an appropriate choice for the current study because of their ability to produce 
concentrated amounts of data on a specific topic and because they groups allow the researcher to “obtain 
deeper levels of meaning, make important connections, and identify subtle nuances in expression and 
meaning” (Stewart and Shamdasani, 1990, p. 16).  All of the above, however, must be viewed in light of the 
inherent limitations associated with the focus group technique, including the small number of respondents 
that participate, the limitations on generalisability to a larger population, and the bias of the researchers’ 
influence and interests.  Every effort was made in the current study to strengthen the advantages and to 
limit the disadvantages of the focus group technique. 
 
P a r t i c i p a n t s
Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) observed that the selection and recruitment of participants is one of the 
more critical tasks when using the focus group technique. They noted that the “individuals who are invited 
to participate in a focus group must be able and willing to provide the desired information and must be 
representative of the population of interest” (p. 51). As this is a study exploring the understandings and 
perceptions of LIS practitioners in regard to the skill and knowledge of librarian 2.0, it was important that 
the participants had diverse and rich experiences within the broad LIS field.  This would help to reveal the 
range of views and experiences that exist about librarian 2.0. Participants for the current research project 
were drawn from: public (including state and national), academic, school, government and special libraries, 
LIS education and LIS employment services. They came from different areas of Australia and were 
employed in a variety of roles, from new librarians through to senior managers.   
 
Following the advice of Krueger and Casey (2000) the current study sought to have been 6 to 8 participants 
in each focus group. This would help the facilitator to have control over the discussion but at the same time 
allow participants to share their views and make their observations.  Thirty possible focus group session 
times were identified and interested LIS professionals were asked to indicate their availability via an online 
scheduling tool .  This resulted in 14 focus group times being established. Assuming a 20% “no show rate” 
up to 10 people were allocated to each focus group session, resulting in each focus group having between 3 
and 9 participants. 
 
A combined convenience and purposive sampling approach was selected as the most effective option for 
recruiting study participants. Personalised e-mails were sent to the managers of large libraries inviting 
involvement in the study by their staff. Emails were sent to the LIS professions e-lists. Seventy-six subjects 
participated in the study (Table 1).  The participants’ industry experience ranged from four months to 40 
years, with an average of 17.09 years spent within the sector.  Participants’ ages ranged from 24 to 66 years 
with an average age of 44.8.  Reflecting the current female domination of the LIS profession the gender 
balance of participants was skewed to the female gender with only nine males participating in the focus 
groups.  All library sectors were represented in the sample; however, the public and academic library 
context dominated. Although teleconferences were used to encourage regional involvement in the study 
only 30.26% (or 23 of the 76) of the participants identified themselves as being located in a regional area.  
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Total 76 
Gender Female: 72 Male: 9 
Age Range: 24-66 years Average: 44.8 years 
Time in industry: Range: 4 months – 40 years Average: 17.09 years 
Employment status: Full time: 65 Part time: 8 
 Contract: 2 Casual: 1 
Location: Regional: 23 Metropolitan: 53 
Sector: Public/state/national 22 LIS education: 4 
 School: 5 LIS supplier: 1 
 Academic: 33 LIS employment: 1 
 TAFE: 3 Special: 7 
 
Table 1 Participant profile 
 
Data collection 
Traditional focus groups involve a semi-structured group discussion, involving face to face interaction 
among multiple participants guided by a facilitator. In the teleconference focus group a moderated group 
discussion similar to a conference call is conducted, allowing the participants and the facilitator to be 
situated in various physical locations (Cooper, Jorgensen and Merritt, 2003). While using telephone for 
conducting focus groups is a relatively new approach in research (Hurworth, 2004) it has been noted that 
teleconference and the face to face focus group approaches are very similar and that the primary 
difference between the two is the lack of nonverbal cues in the teleconference format (Tolhurst and Dean, 
2004).  The teleconference approach was included in the current study as it allowed participants to be 
included from geographically remote locations. Given the focus of the study this was an important 
dimension to include within the research design.  
 
The focus groups were conducted in February and March 2009. Eight sessions were face-to-face and six 
sessions were conducted via teleconference.  All sessions were audio recorded. The recording of one of the 
face to sessions did not work and as such a transcript was not available for analysis.  This resulted in 13 
sessions being used for data analysis. 
 
The general aim of the focus group session was to develop a greater understanding of the current and 
anticipated skills, knowledge and attributes of librarian 2.0. The focus group sessions were conducted by 
two members of the research team. To control for the variation of having two researchers administering 
the sessions, the research team established a shared philosophy and approach to the running of the 
session. This included the creation of a Discussion Guide to structure content and flow. The focus group 
facilitator was responsible for ensuring the sessions ran smoothly and that all key points were covered.  
They were also responsible for ensuring that a permissive, non-threatening environment was created “by 
not making judgements about responses or communicating approval or disapproval through body 
language, and through encouraging alternative explanations” (Williamson, 2002, p. 256).  The emphasis in 
the focus group is on the interaction among the group members with the facilitator blending quietly into 
the background. Except for posing questions and occasionally making necessary comments to ensure the 
group’s engagement, the focus group facilitator should be a listener and a learner (Morgan, 1997).   
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The following open-ended questions were used to stimulate discussion: 
 
• What is library 2.0?  
• What are the skills and knowledge required by librarian 2.0 in library 2.0 (and beyond)?  
• You are about to appoint a new librarian to lead the charge in making your library into library 
2.0 - what are the essential and desirable traits, skills and knowledge you would include in the 
position description? 
• Is it a fad? (i.e. library 2.0?, librarian 2.0?)  
• To what extent are the skills and knowledge of librarian 2.0 representing a new and different 
type of skill and knowledge set? Haven’t we always had these? 
 
Unstructured follow-up probes were used to further explore points as they arose during the session. In 
addition, to stimulate the discussion a handout was provided that outlined the key findings and reflections 
about librarian 2.0 from the current literature. The handout was developed by examining the current 
published scholarly writings within the LIS field as well as the more informal discourse found via blogs, wikis 
and the like.  The handout was provided at the start of the face-to-face focus group sessions and was 
emailed to the participants of the teleconference focus groups in advance of the session.  
 
This study adopted a Popperian position of explaining rather than defining terms (Popper, 1966). That is, 
the study adopted the perspective that the labels attached to concepts do not matter; the concepts 
themselves and their significance for practice do. In short semantics, and especially disagreement over 
terms, should not be a restriction to understanding. Thus, for ease of communication, the current research 
used the term ‘librarian 2.0’ in referring to the concept being explored.  The authors acknowledges that 
‘librarian 2.0’ is not an ideal label, and that it will (and should) fade away into non-use, but for the context 
of the current study it provided a convenient vehicle for communicating and exploring a specific concept 
(the LIS professional in a world of rapidly changing emerging technologies). 
 
Analysis and Results 
Focus group transcripts were analysed using Leximancer, a text mining software tool enabling examination 
and identification of key themes, ideas and concepts emerging in text based documents. The software is a 
well established tool that has been used to analyse message board transcripts (de la Varre, Ellaway & 
Dewhurst, 2005), emails (Murphy & Levey, 2006) and interview transcripts (Connolly & Penn-Edwards, 
2002).  Leximancer analyses text based documents and then presents the extracted information as  a 
‘concept map’ or visual diagram. The ‘concept map’ displays the main ‘concepts’ identified in the text and 
their relationships with other ‘concepts’.  In Leximancer a ‘concept’ is a cluster group of frequently used 
terms that occur in close association within the text.  The concept map provides five key types of 
information about the content of a document (Smith, 2005): (i) the terms occurring in the text and their 
relative importance; (ii) the relative frequency of each concept (size of dot on diagram); (iii) how often the 
concepts co-occur within the text (closeness of terms on diagram); (iv) the centrality of each concept;  (v) 
the similarity in the context in which the concepts occur – thematic groups of concepts (represented by 
coloured circles on the diagram). 
 
All 13 focus groups transcripts were saved as a single document in order to represent a single LIS 
professional’s voice.  The document was ‘cleaned’ before analysis commenced. This involved the removal 
of words that offered little meaning or relevance to the theme or focus of the research. These terms need 
to be removed so that the concept map represents only relevant and related concepts. Terms removed 
included: guess, yeah, able, comes, different, doing, having, interesting, look, looking, online, QUT, stuff, 
saying, someone, take, talking, time, things, trying, use, users, using, whole, and  yep.   The ‘cleaning’ 
process also included the merging of terms used by participants which for the purpose of this study were 
deemed to be indicative of the same concept. The concept libraries was created by merging the terms 
library and libraries; hence, the concept libraries is a representation of all references made to both libraries 
and library. Similarly, the concept internet was created by merging the terms: internet, online and web. 
Other merged terms included: user and users; blog and blogs; communicate and communication; computer 
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and computers; course and courses; customer, client, clients, and customers; teacher and teachers; tool and 
tools; uni and university; job, jobs and work; users and user; technology and technologies; flexible and 
flexibility; graduate and graduates; program and programs; librarian and librarians. 
 
Content analysis identified three major thematic clusters: Libraries, People and Jobs with one minor 
thematic cluster Community (see Figure 1).  Concept clusters contain central keywords that reoccur in the 
text. For example, the concept cluster Libraries contains the keywords libraries, public, students and 
teachers. Leximancer automatically calculates the relevance of words on the basis of how often they co-
occur with the seed word e.g. how often libraries and students co-occur. In the concept cluster Libraries, 
the key seeded words public, students and teachers were identified as having a high relatedness because 
they appeared frequently in the same blocks of text containing the word libraries.  When the Visible 
Concepts tool was set to show only 43% of key concepts, key seeded words clustered into three major 
groupings. However, the concept cluster Community has no key seeded words indicating a minor focus of 
the participant dialogues. 
 
 
Figure 1: Theme size set at 70%; concepts set at 43% 
 
Figure 2 displays the relationship lines linking key terms occurring within clusters and their interrelatedness 
or the nature of their association in the dialogues. Importantly, there was no central occurring concept 
cluster, with all clusters positioned on the outer regions of the map indicating strong discrete thematic foci 
within dialogues. Further, major clusters have a strong overlap e.g. the edges of Libraries and Job overlap 
sharing the key seeded words: staff, course, degree and program. This physical positioning further indicates 
clear and separate themes were covered in the focus group discussions; however, these themes are closely 
related. The thematic cluster People overlaps with the major clusters Job and Internet indicating strong co-
occurrence of keywords and integration of themes in discussions. Text scrutiny identified the key term 
people to be a broad term used to refer to generic groups of people; including, librarians, users, customers, 
the public or other groups such as ‘people who use Facebook’. Hence, the term has not been specifically 
discussed in this analysis; however, reference is made throughout the discussion.   
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Figure 2: Theme size set at 70%; concepts set at 100% 
 
 
The concept cluster Libraries, upper right quadrant of the map (Figures 1 & 2), overlaps with all other 
concept clusters: Job, People and Community.  Libraries is the largest key term.  The co-occurrence and 
close proximity of libraries, public, students, challenge, uni, customer, kids, books, access in the Libraries 
cluster group (see Figure 2) indicates participants’ discussions about libraries included consideration of a 
number of topics relating to exploring library 2.0. Most notable were the discussions on defining and 
describing library 2.0.  
 
The concept cluster Job, left quadrant of the map (Figures 1 & 2), has the highest frequency of occurring 
key seeded words with three of the top 5 seeded words occurring in this cluster: job, skills and librarian.  
This is demonstrated on the diagram by the large size of the associated dot. When the Visible Concepts 
setting is set at 20% (Figure 3) the following key seeded words emerge: job, work, skills, librarian, 
knowledge and staff. Librarian, job and work occur in close association in the cluster Job indicating a strong 
co-occurrence in dialogues. Staff intersects the clusters Job and Libraries indicating a central theme in 
discussions focused on the services libraries provide (program, course, teach, teaching, academic, kids). 
Conversely, skills and knowledge occur equidistantly between the key seeded words work, job and librarian 
and people (People cluster) were used in close association with discussions about people. These 
associations and the nature of the key seeded words indicates a thematic focus of the dialogues centred on 
changes to the profession (job, work, librarian, change, profession), including analysis of the characteristics 
and skill requirements of librarians (librarian, people, skills, knowledge, change) needed to meet the 
demands of libraries in the future. Text scrutiny that identified a major theme in focus group discussions 
centred on:  the changing nature of the LIS profession; and perceptions of qualities needed to be a 
successful librarian of the future.  
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Figure 3: Theme size set at 70%; concepts set at 20% 
 
 
Discussion 
Library 2.0 was broadly viewed as being about change. Participants perceived it as being an evolution and 
not a revolution.  It is a refinement on what libraries have always done (i.e. provide an information service 
and attracting users to this service). For this reason, the role of libraries has not changed just the nature of 
the service being offered.  Participants noted that library 2.0 has heralded a change in the ‘tools’ employed 
in libraries and used by both librarians and users. These tools are enabling users to have instant access to 
information and to be instrumental in constructing the libraries’ content and services. They are requiring 
libraries and librarians to be more user-centered and dynamic than ever before. Library 2.0 has changed 
forever the way libraries and librarians connect with users and communities.  Participants observed that 
librarians were relinquishing control to users. Participants also observed that library 2.0 was not just about 
providing a service to community but in constructing communities.  
 
I’ve been in the profession for 30 years and I have to say that I haven’t really thought about it, at all.  It’s what 
I’ve been doing, it’s a natural progression through the technologies that have been available over that time. 
(Focus group: Sydney February 13
th
, morning) 
 
I think engaged in the community beyond the library as well, because if we’re talking about all this inter 
connectivity, it’s not something that you just have someone who sits in the library and manages.  It’s someone 
who’s out there probably looking inwards towards libraries. (Focus group: Brisbane 20th Feb) 
 
So it’s a two way street now. And I guess library 2.0 to me means that we’re moving ahead as well. We are no 
longer just about books and physical things we’re also about information on the web  and teaching people 
how to find that information, and also how to create that information, not only find it but to create it on the 
web as well. (Focus group: Brisbane February 19th) 
 
Participants perceived librarian 2.0 not as a new creation but about applying good librarian practices. 
Librarian 2.0 is a professional who is attuned to changes in how clients are thinking and engaging with 
technology. It was acknowledged that librarian 2.0 needed to be actively involved in retraining themselves 
and others but importantly it was noted that retraining should not question the core competencies and 
experience of already trained and experienced librarians. There was also a perception that librarian 2.0 was 
a new way of thinking about librarianship, it represented an attitudinal change for librarians. Library 2.0 
was a watershed for the profession.  Whilst library 2.0 is changing the skills of librarians, participants 
expressed the general belief that personality traits not just qualifications were critical to be a successful 
librarian or ‘contemporary information worker’.  Library 2.0 requires a reflective practitioner who engages 
in continuous re-examination of actions, services, tools and needs. Library 2.0 requires someone who can 
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keep abreast of changes in technology. It requires a customer service focus, the ability to cope with change, 
to be resilient and a good communicator.  A summary of the traits identified by participants can be found in 
table 2. 
 
Trait Quote from Focus Groups 
Interpersonal and communication skills: collaborative, 
customer service skills, an ability to communicate and 
work with a range of stakeholder, ability to 
communicate both online and face to face. 
I think one of the skills that we need to develop is 
language, we need to be able to speak the language of IT 
and management as well as of our users. (Sydney 9
th
 Feb,   
morning) 
Change management skills: flexible, adaptable, open 
minded, and a risk taker who is comfortable with 
experimentation and able to handle rejection. 
Someone who is comfortable with experimentation...... 
Yes, actually I think that’s a really important thing.....A 
risk taker...... I think some of that comes from being 
comfortable within that cycle that you’ve created in your 
organisation, you know being prepared to step outside 
and say oh, yeah, ok, let’s try it.  Let’s try it. (Brisbane 
20th Feb) 
Complementary skills: Librarian plus other expertise 
e.g. IT, education. 
 
 
They don’t need to know how to program etc but they do 
need to be familiar with IT, they need to be able to work 
with the technologies. The other thing also is they need 
to be able to present, because we have to do a lot of well 
teaching basically.  (Sydney, 9th Feb, afternoon) 
Information management: Understanding the 
principals of how information is organised and 
retrieved to the meet the needs of users 
Basic information management skill...to some extent it 
comes back to structuring data appropriately. 
(Teleconference, 27th Feb, morning) 
Innovative:  Ability to read and evaluate trends in new 
and emerging technology and apply knowledge to 
meet the needs of users 
One of the skills you need, for library 2.0, is spotting the 
problem and thinking about, then imagining a solution. 
(Brisbane 20th Feb) 
Adaptable and flexible: able to read, evaluate and 
adapt to new environments to meet changing needs 
Flexibility simply accept the fact that change is going to 
happen whether you are actually the progenitor of it or 
whether you just have to put up with it. (Sydney 13th, 
morning) 
Active learner: A willingness to continue learning and 
implementing new services. Evolving knowledge and 
understanding of industry and client needs; ability to 
take on new technologies and tools to provide a 
service that is useful. 
I think that an attitude of willingness to learn is at the 
heart of librarian 2. An openness and a willingness to 
keep learning, even if you don’t implement everything, 
but that willingness to keep scanning  the horizon, always 
look forward, be interested and be willing to see what 
other people are doing.   (Teleconference, 25th Feb, 
morning) 
Leadership skills: ability to influence people, negotiate 
and encourage staff and clients to move to new 
horizons 
I think the ability to be able to communicate with the 
people and allay their fears, or be able to explain, or just 
be open to questions and all kinds of queries from people 
is going to be one of the most important things. 
(Teleconference, 27th Feb, morning) 
Good marketer: public relations skills and an ability to 
promote the service on offer to clients/user. 
they go out and seek business (Teleconference, 27 Feb 
morning). 
Project management skills: organising and managing 
resources, multitasking 
 
We’re an industry that has lots of projects, things are 
coming on, and off, or dropping on and off all the time. 
(Melbourne 30th Jan) 
Community engagement: not introspective, engaged 
in the community beyond the library. 
I think engaged in the community beyond the library as 
well, because if we’re talking about all this inter 
connectivity, it’s not something that you just have 
someone who sits in the library and manages. (Brisbane 
20
th
 Feb) 
Table 2. Traits of librarian 2.0 
 
 
 
 
10 
 
Concerns regarding the use of labels were raised (i.e. library 2.0, librarian 2.0). Participants noted that 
labels can very quickly become outdated and that more importantly labels can also restrict or curtail future 
growth.  There is the potential problem that a construct will emerge around the library 2.0/librarian 2.0 
labels focusing on the web 2.0 tools and excluding the crucial ideas, principles and philosophy of 
participation that underpin it. Thus, the label could possibly undermine library 2.0’s focus on encouraging 
librarians to be reflective practitioners who stay abreast of changes in technology to service their 
community in a way that not only allows but requires user participation.  Participants observed that library 
2.0 should not be tied to specific technological tools (e.g. blog or wiki) as this may impede scope for 
libraries and their services to continue to evolve. The focus needs to be on change and how to meet the 
changing needs of users. Importantly, the view was expressed that Library 2.0 represents an opportunity in 
time for librarians to reflect on the role and relevance of libraries in the future. 
 
I think it indicates a change in our profession, a necessary change in our profession and it gives somebody 
the impetus to say ‘ah yes, we need to change, we’re going to change our thinking’. We will have library 3.0, 
we’ll have library 4.0 or we’ll have something else but if it gets us changing our thinking patterns and what 
we do, great. I don’t care what it is called. (Focus group Brisbane 19th February) 
 
 
Conclusion 
The study has shown that librarian 2.0 has more to do with attitudes and traits than it does with 
technology. The real power of web 2.0 is not how it is changing the way library and information 
professionals design and deliver services and resources to meet client needs but how it is changing the 
ways in which the Australian LIS profession conceives of itself. This study suggests web 2.0 is the catalyst 
for a significant paradigm shift in the Australian LIS profession.  The challenge the profession now faces is 
trying to clearly articulate the nature and scope of this new professional paradigm. The LIS profession in 
Australian must take stock not of “what we know and can do” but of “who we are becoming” (Dall’Alba, 
2009, p 34). 
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